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1 The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Japanese document 10-138,405, either alone, or further in view of Japanese 
document Kokai 62-101,421. 

Japanese -405 discloses winding polyvinyl alcohol film around a rubber core roller 
whose hardness is within the instant Shore A range. The reference teaches 70-90 
degrees and the instant claims call for a roll film hardness of 60 to 95. Note that both 
Japanese -405 and the instant claims call for the hardness measurement to be made 
using JIS K 6301 , and hence the instant conditions of relative humidity and temperature 
during the testing are submitted to be met in Japanese -405. Essentially, Japanese 
-405 fails to teach that the core roller is made of metal and that the film roll hardness is 
necessarily within the instant range. However, it should be noted that the film roll 
hardness is ultimately dependent on many factors, including tension applied to the film 
during rolling and thickness of the film after rolling— ie, how much film is put on the 
roller. It is very conceivable that the hardness of the film roll of Japanese -405 does not 
deviate from the roll hardness dependent on these factors. In other words, if the film 
thickness were not very great, the overall hardness of the film and core roller would be 
that of the roller itself, which is within the instant range. Certainly, the tension imparted 
to the film as it is wound will have an effect on the hardness of the roll of film after being 
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wound. Lacking any recitation of these aspects in the claims, it is respectfully submitted 
that claim 1 is obvious over Japanese -405. Also, Japanese -421 has been 
additionally applied for reasons of record, namely to teach the instant hardness of a 
wound film roll of PET that has been tested under exactly the same instant conditions 
(ie, JIS K 6301) as the instant and that of Japanese -405. While it is noted that the films 
are different (ie, PVOH as compared to PET) it is submitted that the winding hardness 
would nevertheless be obvious from Japanese -421 . Apparently, Japanese 
-421 employs winding the film to the instant hardness level to provide a film whose 
flatness is maintained even though the film is subsequently aged in a humid 
atmosphere. Metallic rollers are well known in the art and would have been obvious 
substitutions for the rubber roller of Japanese -405. The instant guide roll being a 
crown roll is well known in the art and would have been an obvious feature in the 
process of Japanese -405 to effectively wind the film. 

2. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Japanese document 10-138,405 in view of Japanese document P3075431 , either alone, 
or further in view of Japanese document Kokai 62-1 01 ,421 . 

Japanese -405 and -421 are applied for reasons of record as set forth in paragraph 1 , 
supra, the references failing to teach the instant water content of the film. Japanese 
-431 teaches this and is applied for reasons of record as set forth in the previous 
action. 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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In view of the new rejection, applicant's comments are moot in certain respects. As 
noted in the interview held February 12, 2007, the hardness of the film roll is dependent 
on factors such as thickness of the film on the roll and tension applied to the film as it is 
rolled up. These aspects are not in the claims and hence it is unclear that the instant 
claims would patentably define over Japanese -405, which teaches the instant Shore A 
hardness for the core roller. Again, the hardness for the ultimate film roll of Japanese 
-405 would have obviously been within that hardness range dependent on how much 
film is rolled up around the core. 

Applicant believes that Japanese -421 would not be applicable against the 
claims since this reference discloses PET and the instant teaches PVOH. While there 
are admittedly differences between the films, it is respectfully submitted that one of 
ordinary skill in the art would understand from Japanese -421 that the instant film roll 
hardness is a known parameter in the art. While the instant film may be more 
hygroscopic, it has been dried to a certain water content and there is no indication that 
water absorbance is a problem during the winding. Also, lacking any evidence to the 
contrary, at this point applicant's comments concerning Japanese -421 appear to be 
merely conjecture. Indeed, given that the films are fairly thin and dependent on how 
much of the film is rolled onto the core, the final hardness of the film roll may very well 
depend more on tension applied than material actually wound— ie, PVOH versus PET 
may not actually be germane to the issue. As noted at the interview, additional 
language needs to be inserted into the claims concerning film thickness (or length 
wound on the core) and winding tensions to define over the prior art. 
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4.Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mathieu D. Vargot whose telephone number is 571 272- 
121 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri from 9 to 6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson, can be reached on 571 272-1176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



M. Vargot 
February 13, 2007 
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